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Dear Sir: 



AMENDMENT 



This is in response to the Office Action of March 13, 2006 issued for the above- 
identified patent application. The period for response has been extended by one (1) 
month to July 13, 2006 by the enclosed petition for extension of time. 



In that Office Action the Examiner rejected claims 1-22 under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 
1-36 of U.S. Patent No. 6,338,739. The Examiner stated that although the conflicting 
claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because the 
claims are obvious variants. 



Claims 1-22 were rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-2 of U.S. Patent No. 6,423,092. 



Claims 1-22 were provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness- type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-17 of copending 
Application No. 10/256,942. 

Claims 1-22 were rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-4 of U.S. Patent No. 6,537,3 12. 

The Examiner also rejected claims 1-22 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
upatentable over Wang et al. (W098/463 1 2) in view of Jamiolkowski et al. 
(U.S. 4,889,1 19). 

Amendments to the Claims are reflected in the listing of claims, which begins on page 3 
of this paper. 

Remarks/ Arguments begin on page 7 of this paper. 



